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4.. Tet Groups: Description of Learning Disabled and

Normahl=roobjects Participati g in. Yrototype EvZivation Studis
1

O

R. Wayne Jpne
Georg Stat.e Only ity

The decade o the shies firSilly established the identificat ion cf a'
V

population
of,4haren wthin schools who fail to learn at expected gates

conlistent with predicted learning as a function of intelligence. Such

school children have ,been- 1

classified as learn g

eled under a number of names but are generally
1

disabled. A chance to define the learning disabled

NA,
as a single entity /,had early emphasized that there is no single identifying_

R

characteristic. The delineation of specific syndrome,: within this larger

population is just beginning to emerge (Bannatyne, 19271; Boder, 1971;

I

Loehrin 1964). The.U. S. Office of Educati in 1968 recognized learning

c
disability Children as a Category of exceptional/4J Ihe.USOE d,..:1:.tion

-
generally Refined such children as those who "are not accumulating academic,

gains at the rate expected on the basis of their chrortologic!al age, meLtarage*,

. t

and educational exposure."

The overall goal of the Univer of Georgia Research Progr -im on,

Special Reading Instructional Procedures for Mentally Retarded and Learning

Disabled ail.!ren initially set out
)h the("academic year 1971-72 to identify

subsets of.mentally retarded and learning disabled children who were compared

with normal children for examination of interaction effects between instruc-

tional methodology and learning and language characteristics. ,During the

initial year a number of test instrument were chosen to define a subset

of'learning disabled children. The subset of interest was a sample of LD

children who exhibit ordering/sequencing difficulties. Several anticipated -

N

,

areas of deficip)9e examined utilizing auditory discrimination measures,

a test of perceptual speed, word associative instruments, and more typical

1
1.. A
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eneral info

studies uggested that several of the test instr'.1-rent3,

'mai and formal reading assessthenttscores. Prelimirlary pilot

discrimination, word- association, and otIlers, appPared t. t,: potentially

useful in teams of separating normal and leerniabled

full scale study, however, using a largerAnumber of Ss, failed to '.updcrt

these premiset. The normal, 'ping disabled children overlapped

significantly on a number of these early measures. The general concept

r

of sequencing daficit,
however, remained viable as a signif-::cant identifjca-

tion characteristic deficit in learning disabled children. The assumption

that sequencing difficulties and/or inefficient ordering processes may be

a basis for learning disabilities has support in a numter of papers p4)6Ii-;Led

by researchers working With such childOren ( oehrnIg, 1968; Campbell, 1974;

Kinsbourte E. Warrin4ton, 114..3; Monroe,
1967) .

All children participating in the StUdyrwere, as a matter to _dentify

intelligence level, administered the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for C-hi: lren.

Three subtests seemed particularly susceptible to sequenciniideficits. :use

subtests are Digit Span, Picture Arrangement and the Coding subte,.

(7T-scores of 10 or composite sores of 30 would be average. Learning 3i,az.d

children with total summed scaled scores.pn these three_ubtests of less

than 29 were contrasted with normal children whosA,summed scaled scores on

these three sequencing subtests were greater than '29.

All learning disabled subjects participating,,in evalu 1,on studies were

vrolled in special class They Were reading one or more years. below their

expect94.grade placement
measured,by-the informal reading inventory and in,

addition, were below average in the basic psychological processes of sequencing

as' measured by Akre WISC sequencing Triad: Span, Picture Arranp,rm,..nt,

anu cod n4 subtests.

,
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Subjects were drawn from five4choOl sistems in Northeast Georgia (Barre .,{

,

County, DeKalb County, Madison County, Oconee County,-and-C4lethorpe'County)

and from one school system.in Northeast Florida, Duvall County. These counties

would represent both ruralcand urban populations. Subjects were nt-olled in

regular or special crasser in twenty-six different sci&ools):'

V 4

I The Learuing disabled refererfce. subjects were enrolled'in
.

and were reading wi.01,n six months of peir actual grade ,placement as mea!-urt2d

.

by the informal reading entory and were considered average or above average

in psychological processing or sequencing measured by .the. WISC seq,,encin triad.

Sixty LD and 60 017.referenite children were selectel for comparis64. fhe

hundred anti twent subjec'ts were randomly'divided within their cazogo'ries to

two equal sets. Each set. was further divided knto equa treatment grow
)

The means and standard deviations. of the sets and treatment group:1 for IQ,

CA, IRI, and WISC tPriad are shown in. 'gables 1 and 2.

46,

Insert Tables 1 and 2 .about here

The design of the project study reqUired that cerr.iin

subject variables bac to exist,. Thd requirements were:

1. ,
Equivalent on CA and IA.

411-,01

' 2. Different on IRI (normal greater than LD)

3. -Different on WISC sequencing triad (nurmal greater than LD)

between

,

Analysis of variance were used to obtain the evidence of all cells meeting 1

*

these requirements. These analyses ag' shown in Table 3. The design require-

menus. were met for all subject variables.

Insert Table 3 about here

For several reasons (absence, illnesses, etc.) the number subjects
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participatimg in the various evaluation studies yin be 'found to vary. :In all

VO0
studies, however, at,.least twelve of the fifteen subjects identified for each

cell participated in the evaluation studies.

The general o#erview of research generated during the second ear of the

Georgia Reading Proj.ect focuses on the evaluation of specific curriculum

treatments designed to facilitate reading achievement.dn'matched samp,les of

normal and'leart12ng disabled children. Criteria for subject seleCtion are

listed in Table 4. The' first step in selecting all subjects who participated

in this study was to inspect scleol records for intelligence test scores,,

reading achievement test scores, teacher comments, health records, sensory

and emotional problems, etc. Teacher recommendations were obtained to get an

overview and descriptive parameters for all children.

Insert° Table 4 about here

The next step was the assessment of intelligence levels and reading

achievement. The Wechsler Intellige ce Scale for Children was administered

to the learning disabled and LD-reference subjects. Level of gene.al reading

achievement on all subjects was assessed with the informal reading inver.tory.

sr--
Learning disabled and LD-referendesubjets were also administered the Wide

Range Achievement Spelling subtest.

Every effort was made to insure that IUD and LD-reference children were

horn eons in terms of intelligence-kvange 90 to 110);in chronological age,

(8 /ears to 11 yearsX were significantly different in terms of reading level

1

with learning disabled subjects one or more years below expected grade place-
.

ment and normal subjects within six month of expected grade placement. On

the WISC sequencing triad learning di subjects had cumulative scores

less than 29. Normal subjects all h cumulative scores greater than 29.
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This subset of learning disabled children is not presumed to reelect all the .

charackistics of children who may be diagnosed as disabled. On the contrary,

the present study was a very careful attempt to identify a type learning

disability, namely., processing-difficulties with deficits in the, ordering

process, so as to more effectively examine the learning,characteri..itics and/or

effectiveness of specific instructional procedures in teaching various targeted

reading skills.

/
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TABLE

LEARNING DISABLED AND LD=REFEP.ENCE GROUPS:

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FOR CA, IQ, RIL, AND WISC TRIAD.

Source

of
Mean Square.

Variation df CA IQ R IL WISC, Triad

. A

Groups 1 72.08. 108.30 264.03*1Cec 1672.53***

Treatments 1,\ 41 1:63 .53 .03

Sets 1 5,21 1.1:20 7.50 10.80.,
.,-

G x. Tr 1 1.88 ---- 1.20 .03. .53

G x S 1.41. 24.30- . 1:20 9.63

5 x Tr 1 27.07 7.50 .03 1.20
.

G x S x Tr '1 3.68 26.13 53 1.63

112 88.A 32.74 2.55 10:66

***2 of F < .00k.
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ABLE 4

CRITERIA FOR SUBJECT SELECTION: LD AND LD-REFERENCE GROUPS

ti

Criteria

Range .,

CA

Range

Reading Instructional

Level Range WISC

Seq. Triad

Learning

Disabled

90:110 8-0 to 11-0 0-3
1

(one year ar morp below,,

expected grade placement

< 29

.' Normal 90-110

I

8.-0 to il=kj 21 -5.i

(within 6 months of

expectecV grade placement

I

> 29


